Abstract: Amplifying the idea of religious experience as occurring within an encompassing "religious province of meaning" and developing the personal character of the experience of God in the Abrahamic religious traditions, this paper argues that mystics in those traditions experience God "objectively." Their experience of God is that of experiencing God as what Alfred Schutz called a "Consociate," despite the lack of God's bodily presence. Such a phenomenological account of religious experience converges with the description by analytic philosopher William Alston of religious experience as an objectively given, non-sensual perception of God, even though the personal Consociate model is preferable to the perceptual one, given the Abrahamic traditions. Conversely, Alston and Alvin Plantinga show how ascending levels of rational justification of religious experience are possible with reference to the experiential level, and such levels can be accommodated within the Schutzian "theoretical province of meaning" in its collaboration with the religious province. Both the Consociate and Schelerian/personalist accounts of God resist any explaining away of religious experience as mere phantasy, and the religious finite province of meaning provides a more comprehensive explanation of religious experience than either Alston's or Plantinga's approaches. However, the strategy of envisioning religious experience as taking place within a finite province of meaning is more noetic in character than Scheler's view of an eidetically elaborated noematic absolute reality that precedes the rise of consciousness itself and that counterbalances the noetic portrayal of religious experience.
In my book, Religion and Humor as Emancipating Provinces of Meaning, I relied on Alfred Schutz's analyses of symbols to discuss how symbols in the world of everyday life appresent the transcendent that belongs to the religious province of meaning, and I even located the distinctiveness of the religious province of meaning in that it provides a distinctive place where the "appresentative mindset" can be freely exercised.1 If one takes "appresentation" to be simply a matter of referring the symbol-user to another object or reality, parallel (but differently from) the way that the front side of a house appresents its backside, then the appresentation of the transcendent could amount to no more than simply some everyday life event or object occasioning a redirection of one's attention, imagination, or thought toward the transcendent. Such a kind of symbolic reference need not entail the kind of interpersonal involvement with the transcendent that, according to Anthony Steinbock, pertains to the "vertical"2 and that is one of the most neglected topics in philosophical and phenomenological accounts of religious experience. This vertical, interpersonal connection holds such a prominent place in the Abrahamic religions of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam that Steinbock himself felt prompted to focus his study of mysticism on those religious traditions, while he also acknowledges that the Holy need not be experienced only as personal.3 Although in my book I hint at the possibility that appresentation can usher in for someone the presence of God and initiate an interpersonal exchange,4 the phenomenological features of the mystical, interpersonal encounter with God are neglected. My own neglect of the interpersonal, mystical relationship with God, along with the inattention of the phenomenological and philosophical tradition, perhaps reflects a rather widespread, impersonal approach to religious experience exemplified in author Mary McCarthy's comments on how she moved from experiencing the Holy Spirit as a person in childhood to recognizing it in adulthood as merely a "pretty good" symbol. These comments, in turn, prompted author Flannery O'Connor's reaction, "Well, if it's a symbol, to hell with it."5
In this paper, I will consider the type of interpersonal relationship with God frequently described by mystics in the Abrahamic religions, and I will try to situate this type of relationship within the framework of the structure of the social world described by Alfred Schutz. On the one hand, mystical experience, which consists in a relationship with God experienced as a Consociate, seems anomalous with regard to the structure of social reality that Schutz articulates as an eidetic feature of every social world's pragmatic everyday life. After all, for Schutz, Consociates are always experienced as sharing time and space, but God is not experienced as sharing space with the mystic experiencer because God lacks a body. Consequently, this seeming ill-fit with Schutz's idea of the structure of the social world could be taken to confirm suspicions that mystical experience is nothing more than a matter of subjective phantasying, flying in the face of the objective reality that constrains us. On the other hand, in the mystical experience, God is felt as intervening in the mystic's stream of experience in ways that are surprising and not controllable, in much the way that one Consociate interrupts another's on-going experience (as opposed to one's mode of interacting with a distant Contemporary). In particular, Consociates-and the mystics as Consociates with Godregularly find themselves immediately corrected or modified by their interlocutor. When one undergoes such an experience, it appears plausible that one is engaging in a face-to-face relationship with God that is not the product of mere subjective phantasying. In the second part of the paper, I will then consider how analytic philosophers William Alston and Alvin Plantinga have similarly emphasized the importance of a foundational, phenomenologically-elaborated religious experience (Alston) or of "basic beliefs" that resemble the fundamental religious experience of God as a Consociate (Plantinga) . These philosophers also believe these experiences or beliefs to be susceptible to ascending levels of justification.
In a final section, I will argue that elaborating a notion of religious experience in terms of the encounter with a Consociate preserves the presentational character of religious experience, in which one is presented with something or someone whose presence the one experiencing God does not construct imaginatively. This very character is central to Alston's explanation of religious experience as involving a non-sensory perception and prevents one from subjectivizing away the experience. However, my account, unlike Alston's, will integrate this presentational dimension of religious experience into the interpersonal understanding of religious experience that Steinbock and Max Scheler claim to be pivotal for such experience. In addition, I will show how the Schutzian view of multiple realities can easily accommodate Alston's and Plantinga's ascending levels of justification and is particularly compatible with Alston's emphasis on socially established doxastic practices. The Schutzian view not only provides for a more comprehensive view of religious reality but also supplements and strengthens the justification projects of both analytic philosophers. Finally, given that justification requires one to distinguish different types of reality, it is important to consider Scheler's account of different realities that highlights the importance of the experience of resistance that is the touchstone of reality and that is basic to the Consociate model of religious experience. In fact, this Schelerian approach to reality represents a noematic alternative that may be better suited than Schutz's noetically-inclined view of multiple realities to deal with the Consociate religious experience whose stubborn resistance makes it difficult to subjectivize away religious experience. However, the phenomenological paradigm requires that one take account of both the noetic and the noematic facets of experience.
Religious experience as an encounter with a consociate
Steinbock surveys mystical writings in the Abrahamic religious traditions and finds that the following descriptions characterize the mystic's experience of God: as being in God's personal presence and even as face-to-face with God;6 as having the kinds of consolation that one would have upon seeing one whom one loves;7 as standing in such proximity to God that one is able to ask favors and questions and receive responses;8 as receiving interlocutions in which God is felt to speak with "unmistakable clarity"9 and admits to have been seeking the interlocutor;10 as encountering ecstasy-arousing divine interventions that appear suddenly11 and that one feels that one could not have produced by oneself;12 and as knowing God as lover, friend, father, or spouse.13 Here I wish to focus on God conceived and encountered as personal, in the tradition of the Abrahamic faiths, but, like Steinbock, I would like to acknowledge from the start that other religious traditions experience the transcendent in very different, but profound and ennobling, ways.
Interpersonal mystical experience can also involve efforts in prayer to focus one's attention on the presence of God. This focus of attention is sought after through mantras and breathing exercises, during which one encounters frequent distractions, as often occurs in Buddhist mindfulness practices that have well-developed methods of recalling practitioners to their focus.14 However, within the Abrahamic traditions, as Thomas Merton has indicated, one experiences the counter-force to these distractions as the presence of a personal God repeatedly and gently (non-compulsively) drawing one back to one's focus and inviting one to let go of fears, anxieties, and compulsive preoccupations and to rest in the presence of God.15 This interpersonal interplay between God and the one experiencing God appears also, for instance, in the spirituality of Thérèse of Lisieux, who experienced God's responding to her repeated falling asleep during meditation in the following way:
"That I fall asleep so often during meditation, and thanksgiving after Communion, should distress me. Well, I am not distressed. I reflect that little children are equally dear to their parents whether they are asleep or awake; that, in order to perform operations, doctors put their patients to sleep; and finally that 'The Lord knoweth our frame, He remembereth that we are but dust. '"16 In these cases of mystical experience, documented by Steinbock and described by mystics such as Merton and Thérèse of Lisieux, one notices that those undergoing these experiences interpret what they experience as an interpersonal interchange with God, in which God seems to intervene unexpectedly in their lives as if in a face-to-face relationship. This interpersonal exchange also reveals God as playing a personal role in their lives, much like the love one might experience from one's intimates as one takes up the role of mother, father, or spouse. Further, God seems to interrupt patterns of reverting to anxious self-focused preoccupations. God does so with a gentleness that does not call for any compulsive rejection of such patterns of anxiety that themselves often result in a kind of self-absorption, thereby breaking a potential vicious circle of compulsion. In addition, God seems to react in free, unanticipated, and compassionate ways to the behaviors (such as falling asleep during meditation) of interlocutors, even though these interlocutors might think their behaviors deserve harsher reactions. God is experienced the way a partner in a face-toface relationship might be experienced, immediately intervening, correcting, surprising, inviting, resisting expectations, and even avoiding the kinds of entrapments (i.e. being inter-subjectively entwined in vicious competitive or compulsive circles) to which face-to-face relationships might be prone.
Where, though, would such a relationship fit within the landscape of social relationships that make up the structure of the social world in Alfred Schutz's foundational The Phenomenology of the Social World? Via eidetic analysis of relational structures, without which no social world would exist, Schutz follows Husserl's (and Kant's) recognition of the fundamental nature of space and time and delineates four basic structures of interrelationship.17 People can be in relationship with each other as 1) Consociates who share the same time and space, and in particular, bodily presence with each other; 2) Contemporaries who share the same time but are absent spatially from each other; 3) those living in the present who can be in relationship with Predecessors who in their purest form, existed before such persons and so share no time (or present space) with them; 4) those living in the present who can have shadowy relationships with Successors, who do not yet exist and who also share no overlapping time or space with those in the present. Given that the structures most relevant for discussing mystical experience have to do with experiencing God as a Consociate or Contemporary, we must delineate the differences between these two modes of experiencing an other.
When we experience another as a Consociate, we enter into a face-to-face we-relationship, sharing a community of space and time. We share this community in such a way that we are in immediate touch with the other particular person whose body appears as a field upon which we discern the symptoms of this other's inner consciousness. In the presence of this other person, we recognize the other as a person and we immediately adopt a "Thou-orientation" to him or her before any judgment; rather this recognition occurs as a pre-predicative experience. Furthermore, within this orientation, we attend to the other's actual conscious experiences as they unfold before us, aware of the nuances of the other's subjective experience and better attuned to the other than to ourselves, as we "look into each other."18 As a participant in this relationship rather than an observer of it, we experience that our stream of consciousness is coordinated temporally with the other's, such that his or her reactions follow immediately on our thoughts or actions and in relation to them, just as ours follow on and respond to the other's. In this temporal correlation, we relate to each other reciprocally and mutually, as I see how your orientation to me influences how I act toward you and as my orientation to you affects you, in an "interlocking of glances, this thousand-faceted mirroring of each other."19 Consociate partners are continually engaged in meaning-establishment and meaning-interpretation, with each being aware that the other experiences the same common environment as oneself. Finally, one very prominent feature of face-to-face relationships is that interlocutors, both of whom bring a whole stock of previously constituted knowledge to bear on their interlocutor, find their knowledge of the other increasing from moment to moment. Each also finds their ideas about the other undergoing "continuous revision,"20 in which their understanding of each other is constantly corrected, expanded, and enriched. Indeed, speakers select their words and grammatical formations and adjust the rhythm of their speech, the inflection of their voices, and their gestures, with a view to be understood by their listeners. Speakers even modify what is being said, even as they say it, in the light of facial expressions, eye movements, or gestures detected in the listener. It is as if one is so attuned to the potential for correction that the other affords that one corrects oneself constantly and pre-emptively, even before and/or while one acts or speaks. 21 The relationship with a Contemporary who lives in one's time but who moves to a different physical space differs from the relationship with a Consociate. Schutz describes the transition from a face-to-face we-relationship to one with a Contemporary in the following way: one shakes hands with a Consociate, bids her farewell, watches her walk away, shouts good-bye from a distance, and waves before vanishing from one's space. At this point, one's partner appears in quite a different perspective, and one's vivid experiences of the other as a Consociate, as described above, are now given as memories insofar as one is no longer in contact with the living other. Schutz explains that the key difference between experiencing a Consociate and a Contemporary is that the latter's body, as a field of expression immediately open for interpretation and a source for constant intervention in our own stream of experience, is no longer accessible.22
Instead of adopting the Thou-orientation as one would towards a physically-present Consociate, one takes up a "They-orientation" to an absent Contemporary in which one thinks about the other and sets about inferentially or discursively constructing a type, much like the type a sociologist might construct (e.g. such as the Protestant constructed by Max Weber in his The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism23). In constructing such a type through a process that is reflective, predicative, and inferential instead of immediate, pre-predicative, and directly confrontational, one is no longer aware of the ongoing flow of another's stream of conscious in all its uniqueness as in the face-to-face relationship. Instead, the Contemporary's unity is constituted in one's own consciousness, as one replaces the subjective meaning context of one's partner that is available in the face-to-face relationships, with a set of "highly complex and systematically interrelated objective meaning contexts."24 One develops through imagination what these "objective meaning contexts" might be that can then be translated into subjective terms and then attributed to one's Contemporary. One draws on a variety of sources to build up such meanings: the testimony of others who may have recently been in face-to-face contact with the Contemporary, memories drawn on one's past face-to-face relationship with this person, or the fleeting evidence of an email, a letter, or a photograph. As Schutz says, one lifts a living experience of the other out of its setting and produces a frozen, hard-and-fast ideal type. Over and over again, Schutz emphasizes that the Contemporary's unity is constituted in the stream of consciousness of the partner and in not in the Contemporary's own stream. He claims that "the personal ideal type is itself always determined by the interpreter's point of view,"25 and "varies with the interests of the person who constructs it."26 Although such types between Contemporaries are liable to correction, as we shall see, that possibility is quite diminished in comparison with Consociate relationships precisely because the interpretive schema is one-sided.
Because of this one-sided schema there arises a sharp contrast in the construction of the Contemporary versus the knowledge of the Consociate through the direct encounter. Because one constructs the type of a Contemporary in the way described above, one relates differently with the Contemporary than with a Consociate in the face-to-face relationship. For instance, Contemporaries are not aware of each other's ongoing flow, they detect no empty protentions and expectations in the other, and their constructed other has no duration, lacks the kind of unpredictable freedom we experience when facing a Consociate and possesses only a "never-never temporal dimension that no one could ever experience."27 It is even questionable whether one's Contemporary has a stream of consciousness at all. Consequently, one does not experience one's Contemporary's subjective matrix, including the other person's subjective experiences in all their uniqueness and their subjective meaning-configurations. Instead, one taking up the Theyorientation toward another abstracts from the subjective context of one's Contemporary partner and synthesizes the polythetical conscious experiences that would unfold if one's partner were a Consociate into a type whose properties are ascribed as monothetically fixed. Likewise, the type of a Contemporary leaves out the dynamism and rough edges pertaining to one's individuality and is depicted as the same and homogeneous. The personal ideal type is, as a result, a "shadow person"28 and never encountered as a "real"29 person.30
There is some possibility of minimal interaction between Contemporaries and a potential for mutual knowledge of each other that is, however, circumscribed in contrast with that available to Consociates. While Consociate interaction might best be described as an "interlocking," Contemporaries mutually relate. Contemporary connections occur in imagination, while Consociates engage each immediately. Contemporary correlations take place with a heavy reliance on inference, whereas Consociates confront each other directly. Given these different modes of interrelation, Schutz still argues that one's understanding of one's Contemporary is regularly being corrected and is "being enlarged and replenished through every new experience from whatever part of the social world the latter may come,"31 whether that results from interacting with a third Contemporary who has had contact with the Contemporary about whom I wish to know more or through correspondence that might alter misunderstandings that I might have had about my Contemporary. Of course, it is also possible to revise one's grasp of one's Contemporary if one can shift at least for a while to a face-to-face relationship with that Contemporary. Despite these occasional correctives, the knowledge of one's Contemporary is often a matter of probability, and frequent unverifiability. Schutz highlights the precariousness of any knowledge about the other in such interrelationships affirming that expectations about a Contemporary's action are no better than a "shot in the dark."32 Such uncertainty results since one must always be less than sure about even the existence of one's partner and since any endeavor to contact or influence the other "may fall short of its mark."33 One should note that an interesting dialectic unfolds between Consociates and Contemporaries to the extent that Contemporary relationships begin in and derive from the richer Consociate relations that lie at their base, and that the Consociate We-relationship is precisely the locus in which Contemporary misunderstandings can be modified and dissolved. What is clear from this entire discussion is that there is a shocking difference, often unnoticed, between the quite different relationships that exist between Consociates and Contemporaries.34
The key difference between a Conscociate relationship and a Contemporary relationship has to do with whether two partners share space and time, that is whether they are bodily present to each other or not. The mystical interrelationship, insofar as God does not have body and is not bodily present to oneself, ought, then, to be characterized by all the features typical of Contemporaries.
In fact, though, if one runs through many of the descriptions of personal encounters with God among the mystics in the Abrahamic traditions-such as those presented by Steinbock, Merton, and Thérèse of Lisieux-one finds that God in some ways is not experienced as a Contemporary. The mystic experiences God's consciousness as one would experience a Consociate, temporally coordinated with one's own temporality, mutually engaging with one's own thoughts and feelings, and conjoining with one in continual meaning establishment and interpretation (for instance, whether one's anxieties are to be indulged in or simply let go of, or whether one should feel guilty about falling asleep in the God's presence). As outlined above, the mystics experience in relationship with God an ongoing, continual, and immediate correction, emendation, modification and/or affirmation of their typical ways of interpreting how they are experiencing God and how God is experiencing them. As a result of such an experience with God, these mystics receive an invitation to alter, drop, or deepen their self-typifications and typifications of God. Such characteristics do not usually belong to a Contemporary relationship.
In addition, so many of the properties characteristic of Contemporary to Contemporary relationships do not pertain to the mystical relationship with God. It is doubtful that mystics would describe their relationship with God in the terms that Schutz uses to describe a relationship with a Contemporary. The mystical experience of God is vivid, and, outside of prayer, mystics can remember what it was like in the 28 Ibid., 190. 29 Ibid., 205. 30 Ibid., [183] [184] 189, 191. 31 Ibid., 203. 32 Ibid., [179] [180] 195 34 Ibid., [180] [181] [182] [183] [184] [185] [186] [192] [193] 195, 202, 203. lively encounter of God within prayer. The Contemporary relationship, by contrast, is dull and unanimated since one constructs the other in thought. The mystical relationship with God as a Consociate, unlike that with a Contemporary, is not inferential and is not predicative. In addition, in the Consociate relation, mystics do not have a sense of constructing objective meaning-contexts that are supposed to replace God's subjective meaning contexts. On the contrary, they have the sense of God's subjective meanings being right there with them, interrupting and surprising them, particularly in their ways of immediately typifying what they are experiencing in that moment. In fact, while in the Contemporary relationship the emphasis is on the subject creating, imagining, and constructing the meanings of the other, but in the Consociate relationship that the mystics describe God is actively experienced as engaging, moving, alluring, or even insistently pressing one to see things God's way. In the mystical Consociate relationship, according to Steinbock, Scheler, and the mystics themselves, the active partner in the relationship is not oneself, but God. God is experienced further in such relationships as eminently free (resisting one's efforts to entangle God in one's own entrapments), as having a consciousness whose processes seem to unfold polythetically before the mystic, and as not being distantly known through a type, but as being palpable. There is no doubt about God's existence in the Consociate relationship, as there might be in relationship to a Contemporary. Indeed, in the mystical experience, one experiences God as someone who is interlocked with and confronts oneself, not as someone to whom one is merely related.
This account of experiencing someone without a body as a Consociate appears anomalous, given Schutz account. Indeed, it seems to turn on its head Schutz's explanation of the everyday structure of the social world. A bodiless God ought to be given as Contemporary but is experienced as a Consociate. Conversely, Consociates ought to be bodily given. Given that this portrayal of mystic experience seems to defy the everyday structure of the social world, the agnostic or atheist might argue that this is simply evidence for the subjective, phantasy-like nature of mystic experience since it runs counter to the basic, stubborn, undeniable, and realistic features of everyday life. One who finds this portrayal of mystical experience as plausible might counter that if these types of experiences, which do seem to fly in the face of these unalterable structures, have taken place among so many different kinds of persons across the Abrahamic religions and across so many generations, then it would seem that this perduring fact testifies to the plausibility of the view that these relationships are not merely subjective phantasies. There is indeed competing evidence for whether these relationships are merely subjectively concocted or are real experiences of an objective reality beyond oneself.
But what further rational sense can one make of or what justifiability can there be with regard to the fact that mystics undergo such experiences, especially since others who endeavor to have such experience may end up feeling nothing? Furthermore, how can we justify such experiences if religions outside the Abrahamic traditions do not share these kinds of interpersonal experiences of the transcendent? In the next section, we will turn to a kind of middle-range philosophical reflection (short of something like a full-blown natural theological argument), developed in the works of Alvin Plantinga and William Alston, on why one might have a personal justification for believing in the objectivity of these experiences even if one does not have a warrant that might convince all others. Furthermore-in the discussion in part three that converges with and supplements Plantinga's and Alston's approaches to justification of the existence of realities beyond what is sensibly given-we will show how there are a variety of types of realities. Schutz provides a more comprehensive account of what multiple realities are, including the theoretical province of meaning in which most projects of justification are to be located. In addition, Schutz suggests that the religious province of meaning represents a distinctive reality. In that province, different rules govern: passivity is given greater scope, a different "accent of reality" is conferred, and even the social world of everyday life can be modified given those different rules. Insofar as Scheler conceives interpersonal reality and the sphere of the absolute as distinctive kinds of reality, we can even allow for the unique kind of reality pertaining to a divine interpersonal interlocutor, who is not sensibly given but still capable of intervening in one's experience as a Consociate.
Alston and Plantinga: phenomenology of religious experience and its justifiability
The above analysis develops a phenomenology of religious experience that relies on Schutz's account of the distinction between the experience of Consociates and of Contemporaries. It furthermore affirms that mystics seem to experience God as a Consociate rather than a Contemporary, however anomalous this might seem. Insofar as God is experienced as correlating with and intervening in the flow of one's experiences, one would have to say that the way God is given is at least analogous to (that is, both like and unlike) one's experience of other Consociates. William Alston in his Perceiving God: The Epistemology of Religious Experience undertakes a similar strategy, surveying accounts of religious experience and proposing that these accounts suggest that there is such a thing as a non-sensory perception of God that is analogous to the sensory perception of objects.
Alston presents his work as a phenomenological examination of the awareness of God. The phenomenological character of Alston's approach appears insofar as he insists that one take seriously the individual's account of what he or she is experiencing, whatever reasons might exist for doubting whether God is actually being experienced by them. As Alston expresses it, "Who is in a better position to determine whether S is having an experience as if of something's presenting itself to S as φ than S?"35 He contends that a direct perception of God takes place through an act of consciousness that is different from God, its object, and, though one can be immediately aware of this act, the act itself is not directly perceived.36 Alston acknowledges that those who reject the supposition that God exists might be reluctant to accept at face value reports of such perceptual experiences, but he insists, nevertheless, in agreement with the phenomenological tradition, that the experience of those who have such perceptions ought to be taken seriously. For Alston, "the experiences in question are taken by the subject to be an awareness of God (or would be so taken if the question arose)."37 Again in phenomenological style, he emphasizes that first one examine these experiences instead of immediately dismissing them as merely "subjective" experiences that are only the product of objective causal processes (e.g., brain processes or psychological neuroses) of which the subject of such experiences is unaware.38 Such a causal explaining away of the subjective experience seems to be "flying in the face of the unambiguous testimony of experience,"39 whatever subliminal causal features might be at play in such experience. Indeed, even in regular sense perception, all kinds of neural and chemical processes play a subsidiary role in making perception possible, but the perceptual experience itself can be described in its own right and is not reducible to those processes. Alston also argues that this layer of perception of God underpins the higher-level intimate relationship of love, devotion, and dialogue between God and the believer. Listening to or loving God presupposes a (non-sensual) perceptual experience of God just as one could not love one's spouse without having cognitive access to her through perception.
One might object, however, to the idea that there is a direct perception of God since God is not sensibly given. To respond to such an objection, Alston argues that experience of God as described by mystics consists in a non-sensory perception that is only analogous to sensory perception. On the one hand, non-sensory perception differs from sense-perception insofar as it lacks sensory qualia. But, on the other hand, it resembles sense perception since it involves the experience of something presenting itself to one's experience and thereby contrasts with one merely thinking about God, calling up mental images, or entertaining propositions. Here Alston's account of religious experience converges with the Schutzian phenomenology given above insofar as God is not experienced as a distant, inferentially constructed 35 Ibid., 40. 36 Alston, Perceiving God, 10, [39] [40] [41] [42] [43] 205 . 37 Ibid., 1, 11, 43 . 38 John McDowell comments on how sub-personal informational process systems are at work sub rosa in any perceptual experience, and what is given to the perceiver, even frogs, is the much richer content of what we report in our common sense (or phenomenological) descriptions, see John McDowell, "The Content of Perceptual Experience, [190] [191] [192] [193] [194] [195] [196] [197] [198] [199] [200] [201] [202] [203] [204] [205] . 39 Alston, Perceiving God, 16, Contemporary, but as Consociate directly interacting with one's own experience. Moreover, Alston insists that the mystical experience of God being presented to one defies the common belief that the possibilities of experiential givenness are reducible to what can be given through the five senses-and for Alston compliance with this common belief "evinces a lack of speculative imagination."40 Just as it was suggested earlier that one experiences God as a Consociate analogously to everyday experience of other Consociates, so Alston argues for a perception of God, analogous to the sensory perception of objects.
After providing this phenomenology, Alston proceeds to consider questions of justification with reference to the (non-sensory) perception of God. His suggestions could be fruitfully employed by the phenomenology of religious experience according to which God is experienced as a Consociate. Alston begins by clarifying what he is interested in showing, namely that a subject could be justified in believing that p as opposed to the subject justifying such a belief herself. There are two forms of justification: one can be mediately justified in believing p by having recourse to reasons (and one is in strong position in such a case if one has an adequate ground for one's belief) or immediately justified when one is justified by something other than reasons, such as when one is having the experience of what one's belief is about. Sometimes a belief can be based only in part on an experience in which X appears to one's experience as φ, and such an experience can contribute to the justification of that belief that X is φ. However, the full justification of X might depend on other beliefs in addition to the perceptual experience. Consequently, the belief in question may be partly immediately justified and partly mediately justified. One can also have prima facie justification when certain conditions are met or unqualified justification if there are no sufficient over-riders to undermine a belief.41
Applying this entire framework to perceptual experience, Alston argues that a subject is immediately justified in a perceptual belief, as when the purple look of a flower seems sufficient to render one justified in believing the flower to be purple. In addition, such a justification would be prima facie justified, for instance, given the conditions of the particular greenhouse in which one is viewing the flower (though someone else might subsequently point out a factor that could override that justified belief, such as that a purple light in that greenhouse was shining on the flowers making them all appear purple). In these cases of sense perception, experiential presentations immediately elicit belief about the perceived object. One may not at that point even be thinking about the experience or reasoning about it, and one's belief might be based directly on the experience. Nevertheless, Alston implies that to be justified at all, all beliefs based purely on such immediate experience, still need to be assessed for their adequacy in an "objective sense" that can be grasped by the perceiver in a later act in which one reflects on one's belief or by an outside party who reflects upon the perceiver's belief. Such a belief can be determined to have adequate grounds if one experienced immediately the purple look of the flower, if there is no overriding circumstance present, and if it would seem as if there is no reason to doubt the subjects' account of their experience. Alston asserts that one's being justified in a perceptual belief can take place on a lower level, as when one takes a perceived object to be someone else's house on the basis of how it looks (in circumstances of a certain kind), but one ought not to confuse this lower level of being justified in believing p with the higher, metalevel belief that one is justified in believing that p. In other words, one may be justified in a perceptual belief without oneself being able to provide a higher-level justification for one's own perceptual belief, that is, by being able to show an adequate ground for one's belief. To sum up, in such cases of immediate perceptual justifiability, Alston contends that for a belief to be justified it must be based on an adequate ground, but it is not necessary that the subject know or justifiably believe that his or her belief has an adequate ground, nor must the subject know or justifiably believe that all the requirements for justification have been met.42
Insofar as Alston sees mystical experience as a version of (non-sensory) perception, he is able to transfer this understanding of justification of perceptual belief to mystical experience. If God is presented to someone as φ (and it appears so to that person), the belief could be purely immediately justified. If other 40 Ibid., 17. 41 Ibid., [71] [72] [73] 14, 74, [78] [79] [80] [81] [82] [85] [86] [87] 147 ; see page 78, in particular, on how immediate justified perceptions still need some assessment for their adequacy to be justified. doxastic bases or background beliefs function as a basis for mystical beliefs, then in mystical experiences, as with perceptual beliefs, there is the possibility that one's whole belief can be justified partly by immediate justification as well as partly by mediate justification. The non-sensory perception of God issues in a belief that is immediately perceptually justifiable, but the justification takes place when the perceiver reflects on her own experience or when someone else recognizes the adequate grounding for such a belief.43 Clearly, such reasons for justification include the immediate perceptual givenness of God and an evaluation that pertains to a wider setting that includes the perceptual experience. Moreover, beyond someone simply grasping the adequacy of a perceptual belief, Alston extends the evaluation of both normal perceptual beliefs and mystical perceptual beliefs to more comprehensive contexts, including the socially established doxastic practices which help one form and assess such beliefs in the ways that one standardly should.44
To explain such doxastic practices, Alston begins by clarifying how one cannot prove the reliability of one's perceptual beliefs, principally because one would circularly have to make use of perceptual faculties to prove that the beliefs were reliable. However, even though we cannot prove our beliefs to be reliable, it nevertheless can be practically "rational" to hold these beliefs, and Alston seeks to account for this rationality. He affirms that we do not form perceptual beliefs in a vacuum. Rather, we form them in accord with a set of doxastic practices, that is, systems of dispositions or habits that are socially developed and reinforced and that yield outcomes on the basis of inputs (that is, sense experiences in perception). In fact, beliefs that are formed on the bases of such inputs and in accord with these doxastic practices are prima facie justified, that is, unless a kind of overriding factor is involved-a factor for which such doxastic practices usually make provision. Again, following Alston's earlier discussion of prima facie justification, he contends that the subject need not have determined that are no sufficient overriders to hold the belief, only that there are none (and there being none must presumably be determined from the viewpoint of someone, whether one reflecting on oneself or another, who determines whether there are overriders and whether the belief has adequate grounds). To the extent that the total output of these outcomes does not indicate that the doxastic practices in question yield unreliable results, it is reasonable to engage in such practices, and, consequently, over time, this reliability of results establishes the reasonability of the doxastic practices within that community. Furthermore, one generally accepts the beliefs generated by such doxastic practices and generally commits oneself to those beliefs being true, even though one might not be able to demonstrate that these higher-level doxastic practices are reliable. In other words, despite the fact that one may not be able to show perceptual doxastic practices to be reliable, it is rational to suppose that they are reliable. Alston further explains how doxastic practices, such as those regarding perception, are firmly entrenched and absorbed by us long before we are able to reflect on them and before they are intertwined with other doxastic practices (e.g., those of science). 45 Mystical experiences, like sensory perceptual beliefs, pertain to well-established practices which are absorbed before reflection, interconnected with other practices in a form of life, and socially established. One need not feel compelled to abandon such practices because not all normal adults engage in them or may not find them plausible, any more than one should distrust connoisseurs of fine wines or astute symphony critics who may see and appreciate what most others in a population may not. However, the outcomes of idiosyncratic doxastic practices, such as one that might consult sun-dried tomatoes to anticipate stock market changes, are not prima facie acceptable. By contrast, the established doxastic practices of mystical 43 Alston's position seems to be that one in reflection on one's belief or another in reflection on one's belief can grasp the adequacy of a ground for one's belief. Alston rejects, however, an internalist view on the adequacy of grounds and instead requires for justification that the ground be adequate in the objective sense such that the ground will render it objectively likely that the belief be true. Although the adequacy of a ground could be grasped from the internalist perspective of one reflecting on a belief prereflectively held, one must not say that the ground is adequate because it is judged adequate, as far as the subject from an internalist perspective can tell, but because it is adequate in an objective sense. The adequacy of the ground must be judged in this objective sense whether that adequacy is grasped by subjects reflecting on their own beliefs or others reflecting on those beliefs, see Ibid., 74-76. 44 Ibid., [93] [94] [95] [96] [99] [100] [101] [149] [150] [151] [152] [153] [158] [159] 169, 175, [178] [179] 184. perception have persisted over generations, have been endorsed by large segments of the population, have placed people in effective contact with mystical aspects of reality, and have issued in palpable fruits. 46 After articulating how beliefs about the perceptual experience of God take place within overarching doxastic practices, Alston rounds out his discussion by arguing that there is a pluralism of spheres of reality and doxastic practices correlative to those spheres. As a result, one ought not to judge mystical practices by the same standards used in the practices of sense perception, and Alston repeatedly argues that to apply the standards of evaluation and evidence used in sense-perceptual doxastic practices to all other doxastic domains amounts to "epistemic imperialism."47 In addition, far from mystical practices taking religious experience as self-authenticating, as some critics of mystical practices charge, the doxastic practices that accompany mystic experience have developed a battery of tests to check and test the veridicality of such religious experiences. Finally, when one considers the pluralism of religious practices across the world and when one finds that one lacks any external reason, independent of any particular religious tradition, that would show that any competing religious practice is more adequate than one's own, Alston recommends that "the only rational course for me is to sit tight with the practice of which I am a master and which serves me so well in guiding my activity in the world."48 Again, as with perceptual beliefs, one is justified in holding a belief, as long as from the reflective perspective of oneself or another there is no adequate ground to refute it. In this case, reflectivity involves considering the pluralism of beliefs and determining if there is a reason, independent of one's own tradition, that might lead one to abandon or modify one's own beliefs; without such a reason one remains justified in abiding by one's beliefs. 49 There is a great deal of convergence between Alston's notion of justification of mystical experience and Alvin Plantinga's view of the justification of religious beliefs. Plantinga defends the view that there are basic beliefs that are held without being "accepted on the evidential basis of other propositions."50 The example of such a basic belief that Plantinga provides, and that indicates his convergence with Alston, involves perceptual experiences. These perceptual experiences often come to us as appearances that impact us often beyond our control, such as when one finds oneself being appeared to by coral tiger lilies in bloom. In such a case, it is not that one notices how one is appeared to and then argues to the conclusion that the lilies are in the garden, but that in being appeared to in that way the belief that the lilies are in bloom spontaneously arises. Similarly, upon the perception of the night sky, belief in God arises, but not as any conclusion from a premise-through what Alston, reflecting on Plantinga's claims, characterizes as an "indirect perception of God."51 Even though Alston's own account differs from Plantinga's in that it depends on a direct presentation of God in mystical experience, Alston acknowledges that many of his own mystical beliefs are "basic" in Plantinga's sense.52 For Plantinga, such basic beliefs, which are justified even though they do not rest on the evidential basis of other beliefs, are susceptible to higher-level justification in a "deontological sense."53 In this deontological sense of justification, one, being as responsible as one can, thinks about matters as carefully as one can and concludes that one is acting within one's intellectual rights by persisting in one's belief. Such deontological reflection may include the consideration of theistic arguments and counterarguments. Nevertheless, one's dutiful, deontological consideration of theistic arguments and the criticisms of them does not furnish one with an argumentative foundation for one's belief in God, since one holds that belief as a basic belief, that is, without relying on propositional evidence. Furthermore, an insane person could exercise similar deontological epistemic responsibility and still end up justifying an insane belief (for example, the belief that human reproduction could be accomplished through rotating women at a high speed). Ibid., [199] [200] [201] [202] [203] 210, 219, 229, 222, 238, [248] [249] 255, 276, 303, 306 Alston, Perceiving God, [72] [73] To engage even higher level questions that might arise regarding basic beliefs, Plantinga advances the idea of a higher-level kind of justification that will produce "warranted basic beliefs" in which one achieves knowledge beyond mere true belief. Such warrant results when a belief is produced by "cognitive faculties functioning properly in a congenial environment according to a design plan successfully aimed at truth."54 Such properly functioning cognitive faculties should ward off cases of irrationality such as the one given above. Finally, in considering defeaters to one's warranted religious beliefs, such as historical biblical criticism and the pluralism of religions, Plantinga concurs with Alston in showing that religious believers need not abandon their own beliefs just because there is no consensus with those operating on different premises (e.g., empirical, scientific, philosophical) or with those from diverse cultural-religious backgrounds. Believers are entitled to abide by their warranted religious beliefs and have no reason for modifying or rejecting them, even if they are quite innocent of historical biblical studies, since such studies proceed scientifically and on the basis of reason alone. Likewise, the fact that no objective argument can be found to convince those of other religious traditions regarding the validity of one's own faith (or for them to convince oneself) provides no reason for abandoning one's own warranted belief.55 In other words, because these studies and arguments arise from an evidential base foreign to the basic belief, the use of any evidence from these studies and arguments is inappropriate as defeaters for the warranted belief.
In conclusion, Alston and Plantinga, representatives of analytic philosophy of religion, suggest that religious beliefs are not derivable from argumentation. Rather, they arise from fundamental experiences, in which one can find many commonalities with sense perception, especially in that one finds oneself being acted on from without in these experiences, such as being struck by a perception of the starry sky, being impacted by blooming lilies, or undergoing a presentation of God through non-sensory perception. These experiences are not easily dismissed by those who experience them, and they are given as imposing themselves on one, not as if they were merely subjective projections of one's own imagination. Both Alston and Plantinga give the impression that one so lives in these basic beliefs and is so focused on the object of one's belief rather than one's own experience, that one feels no need to engage in critical reflection about such a belief or to wonder whether one is justified in holding it. With reference to a belief of this kind, Plantinga states "I have never decided to have this belief. It has always just seemed to me to be true. And it isn't as if I could rid myself of this belief just by an act of will."56 Although the one holding such beliefs may not be able to justify them, they are susceptible to levels of justification, beginning at a most basic level with the simple recognition by another or the believer herself that there are adequate grounds for the belief in question and that no undermining factors should lead one to mistrust the believer's experience. On a higher level, one can pursue the process of deontological justification, responsibly entertaining questions and counter-arguments and still embracing those beliefs if they survive critical scrutiny. Or on an even higher level, one can seek to warrant one's beliefs or to see if those beliefs meet the evaluative standards for adequate perception or authentic mystical experience, as such standards have been developed within socially established doxastic practices under whose governance one engages in sense perception or mystical experience. Finally, both Alston and Plantinga affirm that one is within one's rational rights to abide by one's beliefs, even if one cannot reach objective consensus about the adequacy of one's religious beliefs in conversations with those operating with different religious or theoretical presuppositions.57
Religious experience of God as a consociate: intersubjectivity, justification, and reality
In what follows, I will explain how the Schutzian account of religious experience as an encounter with God as a Consociate can improve upon the non-sensory perceptual account of Alston. I will also explain how an 54 Plantinga, Knowledge and Christian Belief, 46. 55 Ibid., 14, [16] [17] [18] [19] 35, 36, 64, [92] [93] 106, 111 . 56 Ibid., 17. 57 Alston, Perceiving God, 14, [82] [83] Plantinga, Knowledge and Christian Belief, 35. understanding of religious experience as one of several multiple realities apprehended within distinctive finite provinces of meaning can accommodate the processes of justification that Alston and Plantinga spell out. In particular, I will show how this understanding converges with the socially established doxastic practices so important in Alston's outlook. Finally, I will demonstrate how the phenomenological account of multiple realities can uphold the distinctiveness of religious experience against other types of experience, such as sense perception (a distinctiveness that both Alstonian and Plantingan justification processes presuppose), even as a question arises about which phenomenological account of reality (Schutz's or Scheler's) best accords with the experience of God as Consociate intervening directly in one's experience.
Adam Green criticizes Alston for relying on a perceptual model to discuss religious experience. He suggests an alternative approach based on interpersonal shared attention, and so converges on the position being developed that envisions God as a Consociate. Green emphasizes how the mystical experience is unlike that of sense perception. Mystical experience differs from sense perception namely in that it is difficult to spell out the phenomenal qualities of divine phenomena. The complexity of how God's properties are experienced exceeds what is given in simple perception. Instead, Green favors shared attention as a type of "intersubjective perception,"58 a dyadic relationship that can found a triadic experience (e.g., for the prophet focused on the fate of the nation) and that involves cooperative attention between God and the self in which each is mutually directed to the other. This cooperative attention can be mediated through sensory or affective perceptual features (e.g., light, audition, warmth), and it is non-inferential and realist in character (in accord with Alston's account of mystical experience).59
Because Alston repeatedly acknowledges the analogical character of non-sensory, mystical perception to sensory perception, he might be able to counter Green by arguing that all Green's criticisms focus on the ways in which mystical perception differs from sensory perception. Green thus neglects the fundamental way in which the two types of perception resemble each other, namely that both perceivers and mystics find themselves acted upon by a reality that is not reducible to a mere subjective product.60 Green, though, has a point in that the paradigm of interpersonal relationships is more appropriate than that of sense perception for describing the relationship between mystics and the personal God, who is often portrayed in religious scriptures and stories as personally engaging believers. As a result, the Schutzian framework for religious experience as involving an encounter with God as a Consociate, seems more fitting than one based on the perception of an object. However, Green, whose criticism of Alston neglects the importance of the mystic being acted on by God such that one cannot easily dismiss religious experience as a mere subjective projection, adopts a weaker approach to the interpersonal engagement with God. To be sure, Green's shared attention model calls for a "cooperative, interactive relationship with the divine," in which each party to a dyad is aware of the other's awareness of oneself, but this model allows little play for a stronger intervention in one's own experience from the side of the divine. One is the recipient of such stronger intervention when God intervenes in one's experience as a Consociate, surprising one and correcting one's train of thought in such a manner that one knows that religious experience is not one's own doing and is not the product of one's own construction, in contrast to the situation in which one relates to a Contemporary. Perhaps Green fails to capture the vivacity and intensity of the divine intervention in one's experience because he takes for his guide "shared attention," which is based on the limited kind of interaction possible for a child when it first displays cooperation through an interchange of gazes, as opposed to the comprehensive theory of interpersonal interactions available in the Schutzian account of the structure of the social world.
In addition, the transition from a Contemporary relationship to a vivid Consociate relationship in which God is experienced as intervening, modifying, and challenging one's typifications and relevances 58 Green, "Reading the Mind of God," 461. 59 Ibid., [457] [458] [462] [463] [464] [465] [466] [467] [468] . 60 Green mentions this point in his second footnote, but does not seem to take into account how fundamental this feature of mystical experience is and its similarity with physical perception, see Adam Green, "Reading the Mind of God," 469n. 2, and 461; see Alston, Perceiving God, 4, 9, 10, 11, 13, 16, 17, 19, 26, 28, 36, 39, [55] [56] 66, 79, 80, 100, 174, 186, 188, 203, 224, 232, 255 . Plantinga points out that the "crucial similarity" between sensory and mystical perception is "there is the sense of being in the presence of the object in question, the powerful impression that it is present or presented to one's consciousness. " Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 287. (i.e., interests) not only offsets any subjectivization of religious experience, but it also converges with fuller characterizations of religious experience as more receptive and passive to divine action, as opposed to the activity typical of everyday life. Given that religious experience understood as a Schutzian finite province of meaning is counterpoised to the world of working in which one actively seeks to master the world, the religious province of meaning, like the other non-pragmatic provinces of meaning such as dreaming and phantasy, would be characterized by a more relaxed tension of consciousness. As such, the religious province depends on the kinds of passive associations characteristic of the appresentative mindset mentioned earlier. Participants in the religious sphere usually accentuate their dependence on God and their inability to achieve a relationship with God by their own efforts.61 Entering the religious province of meaning makes then a space in which God can take unanticipated initiatives in one's life, of the kind one experiences in the encounter with a Consociate. Converging with this depiction of religious experience of God as a Consociate interposing God's self in the mystic's stream of experience, Max Scheler too emphasizes how the access to the religious realm of being is through the religious act, which contrasts with all spontaneous cognitive acts in its receptivity to God's action. It comes as no surprise, then, that the very way in which we know God, according to Scheler, corresponds to the manner by which we know any person: through their free self-revelation.
. . . if God is in some way personal, it is of the very essence of God that the peculiarly personal sector of him can neverevidently-be brought to our knowledge solely by our own spontaneous cognitive acts. On the contrary, if such knowledge is to come into being at all, it must originate in God with his free and sovereign condescension to us, it must begin with some act whereby he discloses and imparts himself to us, reveals himself as a person. But we have a name for this kind of communication: 'revelation.' We therefore know that a personal God-if he exists, and in respect of his personality-could only be known through revelation (or grace and illumination).62
Similarly, Steinbock's discussion of "the uniquely personal nature of religious experience,"63 characteristic of the Abrahamic religions, repeatedly emphasizes how the epiphany of God is not produced by one wresting a response from God. Rather, as Steinbock points out, in such an epiphany, Being "leaves the realm of impersonal regioning, and becomes radically personal."64 The descriptions of Scheler and Steinbock indicate that the best account of religious experience will focus on an interpersonal relationship with God (as opposed to Alston's perceptual model and in accord with Green's view), but an interpersonal relationship that accentuates the experience of being vividly acted upon (as opposed to Green's view but more in agreement with Alston's emphasis). The sharp contrast between experiencing God as a Contemporary and as a Consociate resembles what takes place when one leaves the realm of impersonal being to encounter a radically personal God who acts upon one as no anonymous, constructed type can.
Schutz's account of finite provinces of meaning can help clarify further Alston's and Plantinga's discussion of religious experience and its justification. These two philosophers rightly insist that there is a level of fundamental experiences, such as perception and religious experience, that precede any attempts at justification. These experiences can immediately issue in beliefs not derived from other beliefs. Further, one can be so immersed in these beliefs that one feels no need to undertake critical reflection on whether they are justified. In fact, the experience of God as a Consociate can even involve a kind of demand on the part of the divine interlocutor that one not indulge anxieties or fears or even theoretical doubts and questions and that one give oneself over to the personal relationship, trusting particularly in God's love for oneself. Such love reassures one and gives one rest from the kind of preoccupation and ratiocination typical of the finite province of everyday life in which one strives for pragmatic mastery. As such, entrance into the religious province of meaning resembles immersion in the aesthetical province of meaning in which one absorption in a symphony also can free one from the everyday pragmatic tensions. It is always possible, Schutz would add, for one to theorize about the religious province's experiences, as well as those of the 61 Barber, Religion and Humor as Emancipating Provinces of Meaning, [82] [83] [84] [85] [86] [87] [88] [89] [90] [91] [92] [93] [94] On the Eternal in Man, 334, [164] [165] 173, 248, 250, 254, 264, 283, 342. 63 Steinbock, Phenomenology and Mysticism, 26. 64 Ibid., 162. See also 14, 26, 85, 100, 103, 105, [128] [129] 162, 171. aesthetic realm, but one would have to adopt the epoché of the theoretical province of meaning, that is, the decision to engage in giving a theoretical account of one's experience of a formal justification of it. But one would no longer be inhabiting the religious province of meaning. Schutz, though, also acknowledges that one regularly slips into reflective moments, less full-blown than dedicating oneself whole-heartedly to the finite province of theoretical contemplation. For instance, one may for a moment turn reflective even within whatever province of meaning one is involved in, as when one within the religious province of meaning pauses for a moment and begins to question the religious experience one has just had. These moments of taking up an attitude typical of another whole province of meaning within a different province of meaning are called by Schutz "enclaves."65 As Schutz observes, "my mind may pass during one single day or even hour through the whole gamut of tensions of consciousness, now living in working acts, now passing through a daydream, now plunging into the pictorial world of painting, now indulging in theoretical contemplation."66 Given that, as Alston observes, the religious tradition itself has been wary of the selfauthentication of religious experiences, it is not surprising that in the present era, in which questioning is fostered, it is quite easy and common for one to become doubtful about one's religious experience and perhaps to slip into an enclave of reflective doubt.
Like Schutz, Alston and Plantinga suggest a fluid scale of critical justification practices to which one might resort, beginning with the turn self-reflectively to one's own belief or to the consideration of another's assessment of one's belief -all for the purpose of inquiring whether a belief has adequate grounds. For Plantinga, one may undertake a more rigorous deontological testing to see if one has exercised due epistemic responsibility with regard to one's belief or may even more thoroughly seek to determine if one's belief is warranted. Alston, however, finds such a Plantingian defense of Christian faith an internal one, as if Plantinga were taking his stand to defend Christian faith and "defying all comers to dislodge him."67 Instead, Alston thinks it better to support the practical rationality of diverse beliefs that are generated and evaluated within social established doxastic practices because these beliefs can "appeal to more widely shared assumptions."68 Such practices, developed within religious traditions, initiate adherents into beliefs and practices that make possible perceptual experiences of God before one is even able to reflect on them, even as they also provide socially shared criteria for evaluating beliefs that issue from such experiences.69 Furthermore, both Plantinga and Alston endorse entertaining questions from beyond the boundaries of one's religious tradition and the doxastic practices functioning within it, although both thinkers defend the possibility that it might in the end be rational for one to "sit tight with the practice of which I am a master and which serves me so well in guiding my activity in the world,"70 when it seems impossible to arrive at consensus.
Insofar as Schutz includes as a fundamental cognitive feature of any finite province of meaning "a specific form of sociality"71 (which, in the religious sphere, might entail modifications of the basic structure of the social world of everyday life to include a Consociate encounter with a bodiless divinity), he would doubtlessly look favorably on Alston's idea that socially established and socially monitored doxastic practices should serve as a site for the justification and evaluation of religious beliefs within a particular religious tradition, educating its adherents about the practices that can both yield and evaluate religious 65 Schutz, "On Multiple Realities, " 223 n.19, see also 245. 66 Ibid., 258. See Alston, Perceiving God, 210. 67 Alston, Perceiving God, 197. 68 Ibid. 69 Ibid., 197, [158] [159] 161, [168] [169] [170] [274] [275] [276] . A great service of Steinbock's Phenomenology and Mysticism is that it discusses how "A religious experience can only be confirmed or treated as deceptive within the context of religious experience itself" (115), that is, in Alston's terms, on the basis of the doxastic practices of a tradition of mystical experience. To this purpose Steinbock pervasively discusses the criteria for evaluating when a mystical experience is a delusion or authentic, and he describes a wide variety of such criteria in terms of the authority of mystics such as Teresa of Avila or Rūzbihān Baqlī, the forcefulness and clarity of a prayer, the peace or tranquility of one's self after a mystical experience, a resulting forgetfulness of self and increased zeal to serve others, liberation from idolatries, the expansiveness or narrowing of the self that results, and the outcome of increased humility or pridefulness, see 22, 28, 29, 31, 37, 82, 115, 116, [121] [122] 124, 130, 132, [137] [138] 140, 142, 147, 170, 177, 190. 70 Alston, Perceiving God, 274. 71 Schutz, "On Multiple Realities, " 230. experiences. Moreover, one can engage in socially established doxastic practices to examine and evaluate interreligious beliefs or to consider the questions posed by those who do not belong to any religious tradition at all. Such practices would depend on presuppositions that differ from those to be found within the doxastic practices of one's own particular religious community. To the extent that one's participation in such doxastic practices, whether within religion or philosophy, involves rigorous theoretical examination and justification, one would be immersing oneself in a version of the theoretical finite province of meaning (or perhaps in a rather thorough reflective enclave within the religious province of meaning). And within such a province of meaning, one would be likely to find the brand of sociality that Husserl envisioned at the outset of his Cartesian Meditations and that exhibits the interpersonal tensions that are inevitable in a phenomenological project of responsible reflection. That is, one would be situated socially in relationship to other interlocutors, attentive to, but not blindly subservient to, their criticisms, while also exercising the personal responsibility of an autonomous consciousness. In other words, one would have to shape one's views "with actual autonomy according to ultimate evidences"72 and to comport oneself as "absolutely self-responsible,"73 but one should also conceive oneself as part of a "mutual study"74 in a spirit of "serious collaboration and intention to produce Objectively valid results."75
The enterprise of justifying religious practices involves a wide spectrum of more or less complex possible activities beyond simply living out of taken-for-granted beliefs. It embraces theorizing with differing degrees of thoroughness, and, in regard to socially established doxastic practices, requires a distinctive form of sociality-all of which could be encompassed and accommodated under Schutz's concept of the finite province of theoretical meaning. In addition, the process of justification undertaken within the theoretic province or its variants (e.g., enclaves) can also mandate that the justifier take account of the differing realities to which different assertions belong, as well as the differing kinds of evidence and argumentative strategies that are available to or appropriate for one pursuing a project of justification with regard to these realities. For instance, Alston at least implicitly recognizes the difference in reality spheres insofar as he repeatedly objects to attempts to judge mystical experiences by the standards governing sense perception in the reality of the physical world given in everyday life; as was pointed out above, to do so amounts to what he calls "epistemic imperialism."76 Similarly, Plantinga emphasizes how belief in God is not a scientific hypothesis and pertains to a different reality than that investigated by the natural sciences or how reading the Scriptures through the lens of historical biblical criticism that is based on reasoning alone differs from reading them from the viewpoint of faith (that is, from within the religious province of meaning, in Schutz's terms). 77 Schutz provides a more comprehensive, but complementary depiction of the sphere of religious experience than Alston and Plantinga. He does this not only by highlighting the epoché, by which one breaks with the pragmatic world of everyday life and embarks upon the religious province of meaning (as one among several possible provinces), but also by all the other cognitive features that apply to that province. Such features include a distinctive tension of consciousness, a distinctive form of spontaneity, a distinctive way of experiencing oneself, specific time perspective, and form of sociality. The reversal of key dimensions of the structure of the everyday social world, outlined in the first section, becomes understandable when conceived as pertaining to the religious province of meaning. In addition, according to Schutz, when one 72 Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, 6 . 73 Ibid. 74 Ibid., 5; see Alston, Perceiving God, [195] [196] [197] . In contrast to Alston, Plantinga asserts that his main concern is not with justification but warrant that distinguishes true belief from knowledge, and he believes that Christian is warranted not through the perception of God, but through faith, especially since many Christians may not even have perceptual experiences of God, though some do, see Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, [286] [287] [288] . Alston considers the kinds of faith experiences that Plantinga refers to as matters of indirect perception of God, see Alston, Perceiving God, 196, Cartesian Meditations, 5. 76 Alston, Perceiving God, 199, 202, 216, [220] [221] [222] Knowledge and Christian Belief, 82, [97] [98] [99] [100] [101] [102] [103] [104] [105] [106] inhabits a province of meaning, one confers an accent of reality on what one experiences, just as phantasied objects are taken for real in the phantasy province of meaning.78
Finally, Max Scheler also explores different realities, and, to conclude, it is instructive to compare his approach with Schutz's theory of multiple realities that correspond to diverse provinces of meaning.79 For Scheler, the spheres of reality pre-exist conscious activity and are irreducible to each other. They include nature, the inner world, the outer world, the realm of the absolute or divine, the social world (you-and we-spheres), and the realm of the body.80 These spheres stand in priority relationships to each other, with the sphere of the "you" being pre-given to the outer and inner world-a pre-givenness that undermines philosophical attempts at the idealistic construction of the other or solipsistic philosophy.81 Before all thinking and perceiving as intentional acts, some of which are receptively oriented, and before all their intentional correlates, reality is given, not as a kind of object, that is, as the identical Sosein-correlate of an intellective act. Rather, it is given as that which is resistant to one's upsurging spontaneity, whether consciously willed or not, whether a matter of will or drive impulses.82 In fact, it is the ecstatically experienced contradiction in one's confrontation with reality that gives rise to the act of reflection through which one first becomes conscious of the drive-impulse itself and of reality as opposing one in the object at hand.83 Scheler, at this point, contrasts the differences between encountering different kinds of reality ecstatically and the subsequent reflective apprehension of them, between, for instance, the delving vividly into a memory and a reflective recovery of it, between the ecstatic drive-action and a backward-directed recollection of it, between ecstatic surrender to a value and the cognitive consideration of it, between identification with another and a weak form of understanding them (Verstehen).84 One might think to include in this list the vivacious encounter with a Consociate versus the inferential construction of a Contemporary as another example of the contrast between encountering the resistance of reality and the intellectual grasp of it.
Furthermore, these ways of encountering different realities within different spheres indicate that the experience of reality's resistance does not depend on the sensations that often accompany it in the outer world. Scheler emphasizes how tactile, visual, or auditory sensations, which might accompany the experience of resistance, are to be separated from it. He uses Dilthey's example of using a stick to "feel" a wall, in which the touch experience is given to the fingers of the hand and the resistance-experience is given to the self pushing the stick up against the wall. Hence, the resistance-experience is taken in by a central layer of the self rather than one of stimulation given on a sensory periphery.85 That the resistance is not bound to sensation can also be found in the fact that one's effort to remember, not itself a matter of sense experience, can find itself blocked by the stubborn past that resists one should one attempt to falsify the memory.86
These distinctions are helpful for understanding the sphere of the absolute and religious reality in that, as we have argued above, one can's experience God's resistance as a non-sensory, bodiless Consociate, intervening, challenging, and inviting one to revise the typical conceptions and behaviors out of which one is accustomed to manage the events of one life. If one can experience resistance in different modes, depending on the sphere of reality with which one is concerned, and if sensation is not necessary even in one's experience of the outer world's resistance, it would certainly be appropriate to think that the experience of a non-sensory Consociate's intervention in the religious sphere may be the touchstone for reality in that sphere.
Whereas Schutz seems to argue that through the religious epoché one adopts an overarching religious attitude and confers reality on the religious province as a province of meaning (not in a psychologistic sense Scheler, " 193, 214 . 84 Ibid, 193. 85 Ibid., [210] [211] [210] [211] Scheler, "Erkennntnis und Arbeit, " 363. that a mere conferral of meaning produces beings), Scheler's tack is to focus on the independent spheres of being that preexist intellectual and even conative activity and that interrupt and resist one's spontaneous (often subliminal and rather passive) drive-or will-orientation to the world. In fact, for Scheler reality displaces the consciousness that seems so central in Schutz insofar as the very resistance or contradiction of reality precedes and elicits the conscious awareness of one's drives, the resistance, and the resistant object.
A similar philosophical difference of this kind also appeared when Aron Gurwitsch contrasted his own idea of orders of existence, the most basic of which is the perceptual world with objects located in objective time, with Schutz's provinces of meaning. Gurwitsch contended that the orders of existence transcend all Schutz's provinces of meaning and that all Schutz's actors within provinces of meaning presuppose orders of existence that they do not need to reflect upon. One might say that Schutz emphasizes the noetic side of experience in contrast to Gurwitsch's focus on the noematic side of experience.87 In fact, given that the Schutzian understanding of the religious province of meaning includes a passive tension of consciousness that includes God taking initiatives and intervening as a Consociate in the mystic's practice of prayer, one might be led through Schutz's own account of religious practice (from the noetic side) to recognize the primacy of the noematic side, in particular, the reality whose (Consociate) resistance interrupts the religious experiencer's stream of consciousness and awakens the recognition of God by whom one experiences oneself acted upon. In fact, one might wonder whether the action of God precedes one's response not only within the religious province of meaning, but also one's very entrance into that province in the first place. The epoché by which one enters the religious province of meaning can appear as a voluntary assumption of an overarching attitude, especially insofar as it is to a degree modeled on the deliberately chosen and highly disciplined Husserlian epoché by which one enters the phenomenological sphere. However, I have argued elsewhere that the religious epoché can be passively educed, as when one enters a sacred space, a temple, for instance, and it is conceivable that the suddenly induced religious experiences of a personal encounter with God as Consociate could also usher one into the religious sphere.88 The Schutzian account of the diversity of epochés might accommodate such a passively provoked epoché; after all, the epoché for the sphere of dreaming consists merely in falling asleep.89 In the end, though, perhaps the fullest account of religious experience might be one that hones to the fundamental Husserlian paradigm that requires attention to both the noetic and noematic features of experience and that includes both the Schutzian and Schelerian approaches to religious experience..
The construal of religious experience in the Schutzian terms of an experience of God as a Consociate; the justificatory practices that Plantinga and Alston articulate and that Schutz's own theory of multiple realities can certainly make room for; and Schutz's and Scheler's complementary accounts of reality, with their different emphases-all support the position that one is able to experience God as real, and not merely a subjective projection of one's own phantasy. In addition, if as Scheler suggests, the experience of reality depends not on sense-experience but on a more fundamental experience of resistance and if that resistance in religious reality is experienced as God acting as a non-physical Consociate, not given in sense-experience but encountered as resisting the forward unfolding of one's own consciousness, then one might have to expand the structure of the everyday social world that Schutz develops. Could interpersonal experiences in the religious province of meaning lead one to speculate whether the structure of social relationship ought to include other relationships whose resistance to our own ongoing flow might suggest their reality, even if they are not physically sensed?90 
